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Interview Summary 

Sir: 

The Examiner is thanked for the courtesy of a telephone interview concerning the above 
case on February 27, 2006 conducted with Mr. Agusta. In this call, clarification was made 
concerning an Official Action mailed November 29, 2005 in response to Appellant's Brief filed 
September 14, 2005. The Action contained the same art rejections as addressed in Appellant's 
Brief. The Action also rejected claims 1,6, 11, 14, 17, and 23 under 35 U.S.C. §1 12, second 
paragraph for purportedly omitting essential steps. 
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Appl. No. 09/735,335 

Interview Summary in Reply to Office Action of November 29, 2005 

During the course of the interview, merits of the non-art rejection were discussed. The 
Examiner agreed to withdraw the non-art rejection. With the non-art rejection withdrawn as 
agreed, the Appeal is re-instated. 

As a separate matter, the Examiner also indicated that a 35 U.S.C. § 101 might be 
forthcoming. It was noted that prosecution for this case has been going on since December 12, 
2000 without such an objection being made. Consistent with the MPEP's guidance in this 
regard, the Applicant expects not to be subjected to piecemeal prosecution. While a Section 101 
rejection is not appropriate in this case, it is not possible to address a ''possible" ground of 
rejection as opposed to an actual rejection. 



2 

PACE 3/3 * RCVD AT 2/27/2006 4:10:36 PM [Eastern Standard Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-1/21 * DNIS: 2738300 * CSID:919 806 1690 * DURATION (mm-ss):01-18 



Peter H. Priest 
Reg. No. 30,210 




Priest & Goldstein, PLLC 
5015 Southpark Drive, Suite 230 
Durham, NC 27713-7736 
(919) 806-1600 



